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The United States enjoys an exemplary record as a long-time global leader in many key strategic attributes. Salient amongst these are unparalleled individual liberties and freedom, universal unalienable human rights, the world's best and most advanced health care, an exemplary free enterprise business foundation, and a proactive approach towards protecting our natural environment. This paper examines whether the growing initiatives to adopt more aggressive and stringent environmental policies, as Ms. Anna Bramwell fervidly advocates in the opening epigraph above, actually threatens the sovereignty of the United States. Two grossly divergent attitudes have formulated over the recent decades regarding our environment, one that takes a more radicalized view that "the sky is falling" and the earth itself is in peril and the polar opposite contention, that "it doesn't really matter" or that there's simply no cause for concern and that the earth and all within it are meant to be used up according to mankind's desire or need. Neither of these extremes is sensible or conducive to our collective pursuit of happiness, economic viability and freedom as a nation. Countless media medium examples exist today that routinely make a stilted and usually one-sided case for our ostensibly fragile environment. Many of these have actually made the argument for the phenomenon known as 'Global Warming' or 'Climate Change'. These theories warn of impending environmental doom for the world unless direct global action is taken to stop or reverse it. On the surface, many of these arguments seem plausible enough and often appeal to our innate sense of wanting to do all we can to protect, preserve and help our environment for the betterment of all and for the future generations who will inherit what we leave them. This monograph will examine the main thesis points further in the sections that follow.
The global warming hypothesis actually originated in 1896 when Svante Arrhenius, a Swedish chemist, developed the theory that carbon dioxide emissions from the burning of fossil fuels would cause global temperatures to rise by trapping excess heat in the earth's atmosphere. Arrhenius understood that the earth's temps are warmed by a process termed the 'greenhouse effect.' While nearly half of the solar radiation reaching the earth's surface is reflected back into space, the remainder is absorbed by land masses and oceans, warming the earth's surface and atmosphere.
This warming process radiates energy, most of which passes through the atmosphere and back into space. However, minute concentrations of greenhouse gases such as water vapor and carbon dioxide convert some of this energy to heat and either absorb it or reflect it back to the earth's surface. These heat-trapping gases function similar to a greenhouse: sunlight passes through, however a small amount of radiated heat remains trapped. 2 This greenhouse effect serves an essential role in preventing the planet from entering a perpetual ice age actually: Remove these greenhouse gases from the atmosphere and the earth's temperature would plummet by about 60 degrees and are directly attributable to anthropogenic causation. 4 Naturally, many of the people who embrace this view believe that the world's governments must seize the urgent initiative to limit greenhouse gas emissions.
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Responding to these pressures, recent and growing bodies of skeptical scientists are questioning the validity of this global warming theory. Per these critics, the IPCC bases its predictions for rising global temperatures on faulty computer climate models, which exaggerate the climate's response to carbon dioxide and associated greenhouse gases while failing to accurately reproduce the motions of the atmosphere. Richard L.
Lindzen, professor of meteorology at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) warns that "Present models have large errors…and are unable to calculate correctly either the present average temperature of the Earth or the temperature ranges from the equator to the poles…Models…amplify the effects of increasing carbon dioxide."
Professor Lindzen asserts that if models accurately represented the role of the major greenhouse gas-water vapor in the climate system, that they would predict a warming of no greater than 1.7 degrees Celsius (C) if atmospheric carbon dioxide levels were doubled. This warming is significantly less than the 4 to 5 degrees C temperature increase forecasted by IPCC models under a doubling of atmospheric carbon dioxide. 6 Global warming agnostics and skeptics alike also argue that natural climate fluctuation, not human activity, is accountable for the past century's rising temperatures.
According to S. Fred Singer, a professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia, the earth's climate has never been steady and has continually warmed and cooled over the course of geologic time without any assistance attributable to human activities. This current landscape in the United States poses a strategic setting that is characterized by a confluence of politicians, big business, the media, scientists, and environmentalists all playing conflicting roles in this global warming debate as public policy collides head-on with special interests and an uncertain, yet complex scientific theory.
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In the last decade this seemingly well-intentioned movement has risen in fervor enough that we are seeing a growing divide between the opposite groups and it continues to grow more contentious. These diverse beliefs have resulted in environmental issues becoming one of the primary political issues of our time.
In fact, for some it actually takes on the form of organized protest and overt activism in order to draw public attention and instigate political action and pressure.
Activism is clearly 'in vogue' this decade and is growing in popularity, augmented and encouraged by the rapid pace and proliferation of Information Technology. This manifests itself in the popular and ubiquitous social networks that have a global reach and instant leverage towards concern and action for this 'common cause'. Further evidence that activism has grown in popularity is even seen in Time Magazine. They recently named "The Protestor" as the 'Person of the Year!' in 2011's annual issue. 10 Throughout the world, it is generally accepted that our environment is a precious resource and that it should be preserved and protected accordingly. The stark beliefs and forceful quotes as the one at the start of this monograph from Ms. Anna Bramwell however, goes beyond rational and conventional thought and is really quite disturbing. Under the auspices of the betterment and protection of the environment, this increasingly influential green movement has prompted the federal government to become far more restrictive and prescriptive in our everyday lives as Americans and consumers -from the types of fuel we put into or use in our vehicles, to the types of household light bulbs we are now allowed to use. As Americans surrender more and more of our everyday freedoms and liberties in the name of environmentalism, it clearly costs us more, inhibits our choices as consumers and producers, denigrates our ability to be as productive and ultimately threatens our sovereignty as a nation. A recent example of this is being broadcast in the news. The legislature passed a law last year that soon goes into effect which requires all consumers to purchase this new 'environmentally friendly' incandescent bulb that will cost approximately $50 each, compared to the normal standard of about one dollar. 22 Moreover, these supposed "new and improved bulbs" contain mercury, a well-known hazard to human health. If one happens to have the misfortune of breaking one inside their home or office, they'll have an immediate environmental hazard to dispose of, not to mention the future complications and hassles that will be forever associated with disposing of these bulbs once they fail, break or reach the end of their service life.
This monograph examines the overarching factors related to the green movement and associated environmental initiatives, U.S. energy policies and the critical nexus to our sovereignty as a Nation. It utilizes several main points that support the thesis, beginning with the growing body of recent evidence refuting the validity of the 'Global Warming Crisis' or 'Global Climate Change' mantra and the associated implications. It also explains the ramifications that the fervent environmentalist movement has brought to our everyday lives as well as long-term impacts to our sovereignty. Additionally, it examines the disturbing trend of the United States Government's exploiting failure in the promotion and pursuit of these environmental causes. Finally, it examines feasible options and recommendations readily available for the United States to pursue in order to ameliorate both the short and long term effects that our recent unfruitful pursuits and initiatives have garnered.
Growing Scientific Community Refuting the Theory of Global Warming
As stated at the opening of this monograph, there is a growing professional scientific community that has become more public and much more vocal about the erroneous and faulty theories and subsequent conclusions many scientists have made regarding global warming. The U.S. energy policy has certainly been attenuated by more restrictive regulations, prohibitions, exclusions and limitations that have all been more pernicious to our energy status and posture than any other single factor. When all of this is postulated as being necessary for the "global good" and as an integral part of a compelling and successful Information Operations campaign, the environmentalists make an emotionally appealing case.
Several sources provide supporting data for this ever-growing and developing topic. In the following section, this paper presents salient evidence that clearly refutes the case for global warming in its entirety. This data is compiled from several and recent media sources. Despite the international IO campaign of the last several decades drumming the message that ever increasing amounts of the "pollutant" carbon dioxide are destroying civilization, a great number of very prominent scientists actually share Dr. Giaever's sage opinion. Moreover, this number of scientific "heretics" is increasing every year.
A very recent editorial in
The underlying reason is due to a confluence of inarguable scientific facts. completed an investigation considering a plethora of options policy-wise and determined that nearly the greatest benefit-to-cost ratio is attained with a policy that allows fifty more years of economic growth unfettered by greenhouse gas emissions restrictions and control measures.
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This article further asserts that though the number of dissenting scientists on record is increasing, that the majority of young scientists secretly state they share professional doubts about the global warming mantra but are too worried to speak out for fear of not being promoted, or even fired. 28 Certainly, this is the antithesis of how science is supposed to work -as by its very nature, it is rooted in hypothesis and theory that are to be constantly monitored, evaluated, tested and ultimately validated or refuted by the scientific community. This core work provides the fundamental basis for countless discoveries in the exciting and evolutionary world of science. Those hard line global warming scientists clearly have mounted a formidable campaign in blinding support of their one international theory. Anyone from their profession who portends a divergent opinion or belief is shunned from the community and even fired or removed from prestigious positions throughout the world of science and academia.
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As to the reasons for this great passion over global warming, and why it has become so vexing that the American Physical Society (APS), caused Dr. Giaver's resignation because they refused a rational request from many of its members to remove the word "incontrovertible" from their description on a significant scientific issue.
There are surely many, yet the most telling place to start is the old question "cui bono?"
Or the contemporary quip, "Follow the money."
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Alarmism over climate is of great benefit to many, providing government funding for academic research and a reason for government bureaucracies to grow. Alarmism also offers an excuse for government to raise taxes, taxpayer-funded subsidies for businesses that understand how to work the political system, and a lure for big donations to charitable foundations promising to save the planet.
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John Coleman, the cable TV Weather Channel founder and current television meteorologist in San Diego, California at KUSI, emphatically states in a series of briefs on his climate blog 'ICECAP' "that not only is the theory of global warming or climate change a well orchestrated con, there simply is no scientific consensus about it either".
He made many public and written statements that "Global Warming is a Hoax" which gained great attention nationally. KUSI and ICECAP both received a deluge of emails, greater than 90 percent were in his favor, thanking him for his moral courage to speak out on the issue and thanking KUSI for devoting this type of coverage that the networks will not. 32 Of course, there were also some negative responses, predominantly ad hominem attacks questioning his motivations or agenda, as is typical with this issue.
Some actually requested Mr. Coleman to follow-up with even more solid facts in common everyday terms that laymen could readily understand and relate to. He ably stepped up to the challenge and began in earnest to address these factors at his website and blog. 33 For his foundational premise, he cites the tried and true adage, "if you tell a lie often enough, everyone will believe it." His fear is that this simple tactic of propagating lies is the very foundation he is up against while opposing this Global Warming "frenzy".
According to Mr. Coleman, the common theme of the Global Warming foundational lie is their oft repeated claim that "there is consensus among the 2,500 scientists" that Even some in the establishment media over the past several years appear to be paying more attention to the growing number of skeptical scientists. In the fall of 2007, the Washington Post Staff Writer Juliet Eilperin conceded the obvious, writing that climate skeptics "appear to be expanding rather than shrinking." Many scientists from around the world have dubbed 2007 as the year man-made global warming fears "bite the dust." Furthermore, many scientists who are also progressive environmentalists believe climate fear promotion has "co-opted" the green movement. 54 As this influential report's introduction stated, this "consensus busters" Senate report was well poised to redefine the debate.
Many of the scientists featured in this report consistently stated that numerous colleagues shared their views, but they will not speak publicly for fear of retribution. highlights the fallibility of Al Gore's emphatic declaration that "the debate is over" as well as the cacophonous singing among the press corps about the "consensus of scientists".
There simply is no scientific consensus and with valid reason -there is no Global
Warming. 58 Adverse Impacts on the U.S. and World Economy.
The ramifications as well as second and third order effects and, even unseen consequences of this powerful movement emerge across the long-established Diplomatic, Informational, Military, and Economic (DIME) spectrum. This section of the paper will examine some of them, but primarily it will address the adverse impacts to our domestic economy and also explore the global economic effects writ large. The majority of the negative impacts appear to stem from all of the substantial efforts that must be undertaken to counter-balance or offset the adverse affects that result from the pursuit of this now questionable theory of global warming.
U.S. Congressman Michael Grimm fully understands many of these negative
implications and he regularly advocates that as a nation, we verify global warming with far greater certainty before we destroy jobs. 59 "Global warming is an ongoing topic of debate in the media and academia. I want to be fully informed with accurate information before I accept any proposal that will destroy American jobs or increase the average family's energy bill as many bills pending in Congress will do. I strongly oppose the 'Cap and Trade' bill pending in the U.S. Senate and as Congressman will fight against any such legislation that fails to be financially sound and prudent." Exactly like those ongoing now. 66 The U.S. environment lobbyists fought this project as a proverbial 'line-in-the-sand'. As far as they're concerned, halting this pipeline blocks development of Canada's oil sands, the second greatest source of carbon in the world.
They believe this will foster development of renewable energy and ideally eliminate, or grossly reduce the need for carbon alternatives.
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These oversimplified beliefs are terribly naïve and are not supported by reality in the modern world. Blocking the project will not reduce the human race's carbon footprint; in fact, it might actually increase now from the affects of carbon shuffling. Even worse, denial of this project alienates one of our key trusted allies and provides an opportunity for one of our nation's most ardent competitors to gain significant regional influence.
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Harmful consequences to Americans include a sharp rise for the average price of gas-over twenty cents per gallon within two weeks of project denial. U.S. households spent over $4,000 for fuel in 2011 and current pricing proves that number likely to increase substantially this year. 69 Surely, the Keystone XL pipeline is no panacea against rising oil and gasoline prices, but its completion would have insulated us from the present and future increases.
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Rejection of this pipeline directly led to the loss of some 8,500 jobs in construction, a sector that is currently facing an incredible unemployment rate of nearly 18 percent. Per project data, these jobs would have included 2,584 operators, 1,887
Laborers, 1,921 welders, 272 mechanics, and dozens of quality and environmental control supervisors. Additionally, America also lost 8,500 monitoring jobs and 3,000
jobs for the project's thirty pump stations. 71 "All of this is lost over false environmental concerns already disproven by one of the President's most trusted agencies," said David Holt, President of the Consumer Energy Alliance.
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These jobs would have epitomized the so deemed "shovel-ready jobs" that the Obama Administration routinely espouses they want to create to quell the jobless rate and aid everyday Americans in this anemic economy. Yet, apparently none of these aforementioned factors topped the need to placate a key constituency that believes America must reject all matter of fossil fuels from its energy portfolio. Due to this decision to placate a few at the expense of many, America's consumers and businesses now must deal with significant uncertainties, and higher costs for everyday goods and services; all because the President failed to stand up for science, facts and reason.
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America needs energy from all available sources in order to remain economically competitive and struggling Americans need jobs to keep their heads above water in this currently untenable economic malady we are in. The Keystone XL pipeline would have provided both. Keystone XL's safety and regulatory standards are unparalleled, it has passed rigorous inspections, and it stands to create 20,000 jobs across a plethora of sectors. For all of these reasons and more, its rejection is difficult to comprehend and is something we must work collectively to reverse.
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Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels, gave a very measured and cogent rebuttal to President Obama's 'State of the Union Address' this past January. He addressed everything from our national debt and deficit, to social issues and the environment. Just this past month, he aptly stated that he's an agnostic on the science of global warming.
"I don't know if the CO2 zealots are right, but I don't care, because we simply cannot
afford to do what they want to do. Unless you want to go broke, in which case the world isn't going to be any greener. Poor nations are never green." 75 Essentially, as he implied during his 'State of the Union' response, many of this Administration's approaches and policies regarding energy and the environment are actually the fast track to insolvency for America during these volatile and austere economic times.
These imperatives for a viable and coherent national energy policy have been at the forefront of American politics for decades now. Another example was seen from former Chrysler Corporation CEO Lee Iacocca, who early in the year 2000 was queried in an interview about what he thought some of the most important issues of that year's presidential election were and said "Well, our lack of a coherent energy policy is a huge issue right now." 76 This is incredibly intriguing, in that the American economy was far more stable and prosperous than it is currently and gasoline was only $1.50 on average at that time, and yet Mr. Iacocca felt compelled to launch into a contentious discussion of presidential politics, with energy policies being top issues for him.
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"When I was running Chrysler I tried to get Presidents Carter and Reagan to focus on this, but when foreign oil is cheap it's just too easy to play politics and to ignore the problem of foreign oil dependency" Iacocca continued. "One of these days America is going to end up in big trouble if we don't make some changes…"
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It is now twelve years later, and we are indeed in trouble. Has the United States been "playing politics" all of these years? -as yet another spike in foreign oil prices threaten our economy. These substantial price increases have grown so burdensome that the President can't ignore them any longer, or hope they will go away.
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But after denying a permit this past January for the expansion of the TransCanada Corporation's Keystone XL Pipeline project, one that would've presumably expanded American oil refining and decreased America's dependency on foreign oil, the President is now stuck defending his obsession with government backed and funded electric cars that don't sell, and failed solar energy companies owned by his campaign donors which have "lost" hundreds of millions of our tax revenues. These ludicrous ideas from the pulpit acerbate the dialog about America's energy challenges and provide no real solutions to the very real energy problems we face.
Americans need to demand both an end to the "politics of oil" and a coherent energy policy. Never again should we settle for cynical "tire gauge politics," or "stimulus dollars" for President Obama's solar energy friends and campaign contributors.
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Congressional leaders should seize the initiative now, while the President lacks credibility on the issue, and begin to acknowledge the obvious; the United States is home to its own substantial oil and gas resources.
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There's absolutely nothing wrong or "unfair" about this fact -we've got plentiful resources right here in the U.S. Yet it is currently a violation of federal law to even search for oil in the Pacific Ocean, in the Gulf of Mexico, in the Atlantic Ocean, and in Alaska. Furthermore, it is also against the law to search for oil shale in the continental United States.
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These policies are clearly crippling our domestic energy viability and sustainability, particularly in these unstable and uncertain economic times. Reversing or loosening many of these pernicious policies would ameliorate the situation in short order and would most certainly augment our global standing in the world as well. In 2008, when gas prices spiked, President Bush announced a reversal on his father's ban on offshore drilling. Nearly overnight the price of crude oil dropped and gasoline followed suit. It wasn't that there was any more oil being produced, but on an international market, investors knew that more oil would be coming online -not less.
The prices dropped. Taking immediate affirmative action is the prudent thing for the United States to pursue right now. It is not only feasible, acceptable and suitable, but it is imperative to our economic and energy viability and long-term sustainability. "We must protect the future of our energy from politicians who have interests only in their own agendas and a misinformed public that believes fossil fuels are destroying the world, when they are actually fueling it! We will be dependent upon fossil fuels for a while, and that is fine.
We have hundreds and hundreds of years to figure it out. Our fossil fuels should be utilized as long as possible. There simply is no other sensible option." It is also a well-known fact that the first company, Solyndra equally proved to be an abominable green disaster, after huge Presidential endorsements and overtures, as well as substantial financial backing, Solyndra cost the American taxpayers over $500
Million dollars.
Mr. O'Reilly had two guests on his news program the evening when the above quotes were captured, both were Democrat spokesmen, and he allowed them to present the "other side" to his points but they both failed to produce any sound rebuttals The current Administration's concerted efforts to push the proliferation of electric cars throughout the United States is yet another canard, based upon flawed logic and gratuitous assumptions. A foremost fatal flaw, is the fact that over 50 Percent of America's electricity comes from coal. Hence, essential the administration is really pushing coal-powered cars -not "clean, renewable energy" as they mislead Americans to believe. Moreover, these electric cars have such a great initial or start-up cost, that consumers must drive significant amounts before the even break-even fiscally, and worse, once they are finished with these cars, the nation ultimately will be faced with miniature nuclear waste dumps to put all of these hazardous electric car batteries into. Hence, yet again an example of a paragon of flawed logic and reasoning, despite hype and propaganda, in terms of actual air pollution impacts, electric cars truly are more harmful to public health per kilometer traveled in China than conventional vehicles. 95 The Heritage Foundation routinely prosecutes studies related to the core functions of our government. In light of all the news pertaining to renewable or 'clean energy' they have written about some of the aspects of U.S. Energy Policy. They have this to say about the U.S. Department of Energy, "Created in the 1970s as one of President Jimmy Carter's bright ideas, the U.S. DOE has seen its mission evolve from basic research and development to spending billions to commercialize technologies that aren't viable yet-and might never be." 96 Despite funding numerous projects that never achieve success, or even completion, the U.S. Department of Energy has enjoyed a growing budget in excess of $11 billion over the past ten years -a phenomenal 76 percent increase. Since the United States desperately needs to curb, and ultimately, cut spending, the DOE makes a very suitable place to start. Instead of focusing on new sources of energy, the DOE propagates politically correct pet projects at the expense of the American people. 97 The Way Ahead Today's volatile and uncertain strategic landscape demands that the United
States be properly prepared for any crisis or eventuality it may confront, especially in the near-term. A viable and resilient energy policy is paramount to ensuring America's readiness, both domestically as well as abroad. America's restrictive and constraining energy policies have forced the nation to be more dependent upon foreign sources of oil, fossil fuels, and rare earth minerals and metals that are crucial to technological development and future enhancements. These oppressive energy policies also atrophy our economic strength and credibility domestically as well as on the global stage.
America's operational and strategic agility is significantly disadvantaged by these myopic and failure-prone energy policies and practices, especially of the last several years. America's heuristic tendencies always prevailed in the past, particularly in times of crisis or dire need, but our capabilities are reduced now to the point where the nation is vulnerable and America's preeminent stature in the world is at risk. This culminates in the concept of the sovereignty of the United States being put at risk. As defined below, it lends credence to the thesis that America's sovereignty is diminished by incoherent and ill conceived energy policies. Prudent risk management guides us over a wide range of decision-making, from allocating wealth to safeguarding public health, from prosecuting war to family planning, from paying insurance premiums to wearing a seatbelt, from planting soybeans to marketing cornflakes. 100 Bernstein asks many insightful questions in this work, such as, "What is it that distinguishes the thousands of years of history from what we think of as modern times?
The answer goes well beyond the progress of science, technology, capitalism and democracy." 101 Bernstein went on to explain how ancient history was replete with brilliant scientists, mathematicians, inventors, technologists, and political philosophers.
Even hundreds of years prior to the birth of Christ, the skies were mapped, the great library of Alexandria built, and Euclid's geometry taught. "Demand for innovation in technological warfare was as insatiable then as it is today. Coal, oil, iron, and copper have been at the service of human beings for millennia and travel and communication mark the very beginnings of recorded civilization." 102 Bernstein's book explains how the revolutionary idea which defines the boundary between modern times and the past is the mastery of risk: the notion that the future is more than a whim of the gods and that humans are not just passive before nature. Until men and women found a way across that boundary, the future was actually a mirror of the past. Nobody takes a risk in the expectation that it will fail. Yet with all the debacles the U.S. has reaped in the elusive pursuit of successful 'green or clean energy', it has little to lose by reverting to the tried and true energy policies of the past. When the Soviets tried to administer uncertainty out of existence through government fiat and planning, they choked off social and economic progress.
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Without the mastery of probability theory and other tools of risk management, engineers never could have built the great bridges that span our widest rivers, electric power utilities would not exist, homes would still have to be heated by antiquated parlor stoves or fireplaces, children would still be maimed by Polio, no airplanes would fly, and space travel would never have been a reality. In fact, the obituary of Arthur Rudolphthe rocket scientist who developed the Saturn 5 rocket that launched the first Apollo mission to the moon put it this way; "You want a valve that doesn't leak and you try everything possible to develop one. But the real world provides you with a leaky valve.
You have to determine how much leaking you can tolerate." 
